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December 10, 2009

Marlene H. DOlich
Secretary
Federal Conununications COlmnission
445 12th Street, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: Notice ofPermitted Ex Parte Presentation, WC Docket No. 09-144

Dear Ms. DOlich:

On December 9, 2009, Millicorp met with Christi Shewman, Legal Advisor to
COlmnissioner Meredith Atwell Baker, to discuss the Petition for Declaratory Ruling filed by
Securus Technologies, Inc. on July 24, 2009 ("Securus Petition"). Millicorp discussed its
Conunents and Reply COlmnents opposing the Secmus Petition and the comments and reply
comments of other paliies filed in response to the Conunission's Public Notice on the Securus
Petition, DA 09-1781, released August 10, 2009, including the reply comments of Securus and
Global Tel*Link Corp. ("GTL") Millicorp also discussed its request for investigation for im11ate
payphone service ("IPS") providers Securus and GTL, previously filed on July 15, 2009, with
the Commission's Enforcement Bureau regarding the continuing unlawful blocking of calls to
customers of Mi Ilicorp by Securus and GTL.

Millicorp emphasized that (1) it is a legitimate, FCC-regulated and compliant
intercom1ected voice over Intemet Protocol ("VOIP") provider whose customers can make and
receive phone calls to al1d from the public switched telephone network ("PSTN"), no different
than Vonage; (2) Millicorp's VOIP service does not present a security risk to prisons or jails or
that in al1y way enables imnate dial-arOlmd or call forwarding of calls made from IPS providers'
payphones, as suppOlied by the findings of the Michigan Depaliment of Corrections
memorandum attached to the Securus reply COlmnents in this proceeding; and (3) Securus' and
GTL's unlawful and unauthorized blocking of calls to the customers of Millicorp, Vonage, and
other legitimate providers because of use of telephone numbers local to p1isons and jails
continues at present without recourse in violation of federal teleconununications law and policy.

Millicorp discussed consumer comments filed with the Conunission in this proceeding
that demonstrate that IPS providers Securus and GTL are blocking calls to Millicorp, Vonage,
and at least one cellphone provider because the phone numbers of the called pa1iies were local to
the relevant confinement facility. Millicorp estimates that a total of 15,000 telephone numbers
have been blocked to date by Securus and GTL. Millicorp fmiher emphasized its belief that
Securus and GTL are aJlowing many of their customers to receive calls using standard and
prepaid cellphones with non-local telephone numbers, such as TracFone Wireless, that are less
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secure in tenns of customer location identification than the local interconnected VOIP service
offerings of Millicorp and Vonage.

FUliher, Google Voice does not require an account name or physical address for its
customers and their tenninating numbers, yet Securus states in its reply comments that it does
not block legitimate providers such as Google Voice and Vonage, implying that these VOIP
providers services and phone numbers are secme or more secure than Millicorp's services.
Millicorp, however, provides greater security and ability to locate its customers than Google
Voice because of the physical billing address infonnation required from Millicorp's customers
upon sign-up for the ConsCallHome service offering, and Vonage pennits its customers to allow
its service to ring on multiple phone devices, i.e., more than one telephone number, which
Millicorp does not. These facts suppOli Millicorp's strong contention that the call blocking at
issue is simply driven by the IPS providers' loss of revenues as the customers of legitimate
intercomlected VOIP providers receive local calls from inmates with greater and greater
frequency. Millicorp is clearly being singled out by Securus because it markets its
ConsCallHome VOIP service to the niche market of the friends and families ofimnates.

Millicorp also discussed the fact that this type of IPS service call blocking by Securus
and GTL, which previously has occUlTed primarily in local and state prisons and jails, is
becoming an increasing problem in federal prisons. Millicorp noted that at least one Federal
Bureau of Prisons official stated to counsel for Millicorp that the call blocking of Millicorp's
service by the federal IPS provider was required for funding reasons, i.e., loss of long distance
revenues by the federal IPS provider resulting from inmate calls to customers of intercOlmected
VOIP providers. It is Millicorp's strong contention that a loss of IPS service provider revenues
justification in no way supports or legitimizes the overt and unabashed call blocking of
legitimate and FCC-regulated and compliant intercomlected VOIP services in violation of the
federal Telecommunications and applicable Commission orders and rules.

Representing Millicorp were Timothy Meade, President, Donovan Osbome,
Communications Director, Jeff Brown, Lavalle, Brown, Ronan & Mullins P .A.I outside cOlU1sel
for Millicorp, and the undersigned. This disclosme is made in compliance with 47 C.F.R. §§
1.1206(a)(3) and (b)(2).

Very truly yours,

lsi William Cox

William P. Cox
WPC:dac
cc: Christi Shewman, Legal Advisor to Commissioner Baker
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